262   CONSTITUTIONAL LA W OF BRITISH DOMINIONS
Chapter Division in 1890 is now no longer binding under Section
	1   2 of the Statute.
In Australia the State Supreme Courts have exer-
cised admiralty jurisdiction, though their right to do
so has recently been questioned by Mr. Latham1 on the
ground that the High Court in John Sharp & Sons v.
The Katherine Mackall2 has laid it down that the
Commonwealth is a British possession under Section 2
of the Colonial Courts of Admiralty Act, 1890, so that
the High Court has admiralty jurisdiction under that
Act in view of the grant of such jurisdiction by the
Judiciary Act, 1903-20, s. 30 A. In that case the States'
position is questionable, but it seems impossible to
deny the validity of a jurisdiction so long exercised. The
States are still bound by the Colonial Laws Validity
Act, 1865, and their laws as to jurisdiction are subject
to the restrictions above mentioned.
Criminal jurisdiction in respect of crimes committed
within the jurisdiction of the Admiral in English law
when the accused are found in the Dominions is granted
under the Admiralty Offences (Colonial) Act, 1849.
This jurisdiction applies to British ships even in foreign
territorial waters, including navigable rivers, even in the
case of foreigners.3 But in R. v. Keyn* it was ruled that
the Admiral's jurisdiction did not apply to foreigners
who committed an ofience from a foreign ship on
1	Australia and the British Commonwealth, p. 108.
2	(1924), 34C.L.R. 420.
3	B. v.4fldferwn(1868)f L.R. 1 C.C.R. 161; E.v.Carr(lSB2)t 10Q.B.D.
76; Stephen, Hist. Grim. Law, ii. 4-8.
4	(1876), 2 Ex. D. 63. The extent of British jurisdiction is for the
Crown to declare in case of doubt: The Fagernes, [1927] P. 311. No doubt
this would now be done in Dominion courts by a Dominion minister.
Canada claims Hudson Bay as territorial waters; Wheaton, International
Law (ed. Keith), i. 365, 404.

